Dean Donald Gifford, Esq, ^ean Harold Weisberg 

University of Maryland School of Law 7627 Old Receiver Rd. 

500 W. Baltimore St., Frederick, MD 21702 

Baltimore, HD 21201 

Dear Dean Gifford, 

In writing you on July 24 I told you I am 84 years old and that my health 

is impaired. Vi hat I sent you reiProsents a not inc onqgsderable amhunt of effort 

for one of my age and with my health problems. I made no demands of you. Since 

then you have not been phoned by any reporter so you have reason to believe my 

purpose was not to create a public scandal, let you or your office have lacked 

what when I was young vie were taught is the proper way to behave, the common 

courtesy of at the I'bast aeimowli&gin reeijspt of what J " did send you. 

If you are away, someone in your office should have recognized that what 

I wrote you about is a serious matter and that it reflects on your law school, 

its Law Review, and I suggest on the State, 

is I said, the assassination of any president is in effect, under our 

system, a coup d’etat. &nd that is the most subversive of crimes in a society 

like ours. There is and there has been simply enormous dissatisfaction with 

the official explanation of that assassination and now the law school and its 

Law i-ev&ew have allowed otlngrs to sales the / part of the unacceptable official 

explanation of that assassination which most Americans do not believe. 

I would have haped that the school of law in particular would not want to 
c a $-f- 

be ®ast ift tint role and would have taken the obvious and proper steps to be 
certain it had not bees. As I also hope it would teach those who will become the 
State’s lawyers to guard against. 

When I read what ifean Hall wrote - perhaps it would he more accurate to say 

\$hat he put Ids name to - I wondered, along with other tilings he had done_, if he 

had an ulterior purpose in attracting so much attention to himself. After I 
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wrote you I was informed that he is a candiate to become president of Ids uni- 
versity, the one in ti at office having resigned to go to ^rown. 

The editors of your lav; review are neither sophisticated nor questioning 
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when in publishing this propaganda along witliflian Ball’s obligations they 
liad no question about whether he could have done the ’work that bears his name^ 
and met those other obligations. 

ndeed, whether he could have met those obligations and have begun to 
acquire the knowledge necessary for such writing. Or for the statements 
represented as fact in it when they are not factual. 




Perhaps, collectively, those of you at the law school know notliing about the 
subject. If that is so, then you did, some of you, have the obligation to under- 
take to learn enough about it to prevent being used as propagandists and to pre- 
vent being used to deceive and mislead those who trust you. 

If there had been the uref lection of any of this required knowledge then it 
would have been obvious that the theorizing began with the Commission, which 
theorised a non-c onspir z cy assassination. If you were at all familiar with 
the official recoM you would know '' that referring to its Report as a theory is 
to praise it. was no such thing, -H was a preconception, an official deter- 
mination before any investigation was possible, as what I sent you leaves without 
any reasonable question. 

Of course I am sorry that anything like this happened. 

But I am sorrier that after it happened there was no concern ovirr or even 
interest in any effort to correct the false statements made in the Law Review 
"to those who trust it and to those who will see it in the future and who have 



already been influenced by it* 

If a school oJ law refuses to distinguish between right and wrong and 
refuses to teach the difference what does it teach or intend to teach? 



Sincerely, 

/ . / 



i'M.VAS 

v 



arold Weisberg 





